Dear Paul (JIi), 8/6/74 

lour l:itter of tha first, ooslsiarked sucoad, cokg today. 

V 

lour iroforoaces to the regulations and Executivo Orders should be helpful to 
JL, as'^you su>i,:e3t. Thay would havo been wuch iiore lielpful had then, not been this 
long in being Eads, For exaaple, thoy could havo boon checked out and included. 

Psrliaps belated auaraaess is better than noaeJ"Ths point la that the Archives 
a««as to have gone out of its way to iaitiato a review of this transcript." 

Bach of the tlirea possibla e^lanations you give is possiblo. But not collectivoly 
eoaplete, as I've tried to insiicato. 

lou follow this with "So, we havo to ask if tliis is the only docusant to be 
reviewed under the E.O. sa far." True also, but not the ianediate question, which 
railly relates to other possible explanations, on wliich Jin, Bud and I were i® lediately 
agreed, Indopjndently, 1 sai^t add, for I read this once, phoned Jin, and asked hin 
and Bud to cone and road. A third lawyer was with then. All lawyers agreed on the legal 
uses posiiiblo. But on "the only docuaant" part, I asked for all the withhold ExSess 
transcripts long ago, so 1 preauso none has bosa "reviewed" and dedlassified. 

On Hostjrs you refer to ay 7/16, to which you do not say you had not been an- 
TOsgonsilW. t was long before tliat, when he was last hart?, that Howard wrote you about 
this. % 7/lS was not first aention. But your S/l is the first evaa acknowledgoiaent, 
which toads, especially when there were other repotitioaB by no, to disinish the face 
rsasonablosiess of your objactioa, Frankly, I think there is soKething else. Bat when I 
told you 1 was asking the aost liiaited uses, would not include anything new and timt 
jU of us had agreed on tixe appendix illuaiiiation, your sileaos when I tola you I did 
not want to go to the Archives anounts to aa attest at censorship, 

Portht?raor©, aiid whether or not you like it, your attempt to decide uithoat ai^ 
knowlcidg® or any basis what is "peripheral" is an asbecoBiag arrogance. DetenainatioB 
of what is or nay be "periphferal" depends on eany factors and coasideratioaB to ^diich 
you are not privy. This is not because the fir-st thing I did was keep secrets froa you 
becausa you voiy well know tlmt the first thing I did was invite you here and in* 

A iiuch better case can be aade for tha quite worthwhile Ford stuff being "peri- 
phe.ral." I do not so regard it. If you hs.d not done this I would and hod told Jin, who 
felt tha aaii® way, that liis use could not have been faithful. 

One of this® esnsidoratioae is the state of yoitr political naturity in natters 
of this kind and as I have indicated, the record is not oncouragtag at this end. Ton 
are vaiy good at other things, as wo aH are, but not in everything. 1 have already 
cited a partial record in a partfllel natter that should not wake you burst with pride. 
Others include uses Jin and I intend, which can't be fully ^/ithia your coEprohensxon, 

In any event, the liisitod use I liavo isade of Itssited dffcuKenta was sot even of gy 
soloctioii, I have loft tliis '>ntirely up to iiovrard and have aade no calmgo in this or 
in .any othsr bc3ief he had about any of the appendix naterial. 

In your opxaion and in your jundcr standing perhaps"thc Hosty natter" really "is 
perlpharal to this transcript. " Xhis is not nearly saom^i but taking this narrow 
vio's only how dars you arross.t« Jo yeursolf tins world's only widd^ or understanding 
on "the nattar?" And in silence yet. 

With tuanol vision ail is "peri;^i 0 ral," 

I foeli tills adued explanation is your due. But these kinds of things take mch 
fro?, jse and there -rill bo no Kore of tlisa. 


Hince.-"sly: 



